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is the staff director for the majority 
and John Bonsell is the staff director 
for the minority—I have yet to call 
them when issues come up that we 
haven’t been able to get this done, and 
this is kind of unusual. This doesn’t 
happen in the Senate in very many 
committees. 

I believe, and have always said, the 
NDAA is the most important bill of the 
year, keeping in mind we have actually 
passed one for 52 consecutive years. 
This is something that has to be done. 

We adopted the National Defense Au-
thorization Act on May 22, as the 
chairman said, 25 to 1, which doesn’t 
happen very often around here. It con-
tains a lot of vital work we have to do 
and it is within the budget caps. 

I think it supports the training of the 
troops, the maintenance and mod-
ernization, research and development, 
and the pay and benefits. These are 
tough issues to negotiate, but we have 
done that, and we have it ready for 
more action. 

What we don’t want is what happened 
last year. Last year we had a lot of 
amendments. We on the Republican 
side were wanting to have all these 
amendments. I think we are entitled to 
amendments. We did a count last year 
of how many amendments were on the 
average bill. It was something like 140 
amendments. We didn’t have nearly 
that many requests, but we were able 
to get them in. 

If we start now, we can do that. So I 
wish to tell my Republican colleagues 
that I don’t want them to come back 
and start complaining later on, if we 
don’t start getting amendments now so 
we can hash them out, find out what is 
acceptable, and find out where the op-
position would be. But we don’t want 
to wait until the end of the year. 

It got so close last year, as we were 
approaching December 31, and we all 
know that if we don’t have a Defense 
authorization bill by that time, hazard 
pay is at risk, reenlistment bonuses 
won’t be paid. Stop and think about 
the cost. Right now, if we were to hire 
a person in training to be an F–22 pilot, 
the cost is $9 million. However, the re-
tention bonus for over a 9-year period 
could be $225,000. Look at the econom-
ics of it. We don’t want that to happen. 

Last year we were able to get a bill. 
It is the first time I have ever partici-
pated in a ‘‘big four’’ meeting. Actu-
ally, three of us sat down because we 
had one no-show. So three of us put to-
gether a bill in a period of time, tried 
to consider all the amendments, and 
most people were pretty satisfied with 
it, but that is not the way it is sup-
posed to happen. 

We are going to have a lot of amend-
ments. We always do. The only way we 
are going to be able to do this is to get 
this out on the floor. I think it needs to 
be passed before the end of the fiscal 
year. So I invite my friends on both 
sides of the aisle to bring down their 
amendments. 

Let me again say how appreciative I 
am personally of having worked with 

CARL LEVIN in this process and with 
the staff, who have been so easy to 
work with, and so competent and pro-
fessional. 

Mr. LEVIN. If the Senator will yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. I thank Senator GRASS-

LEY for his patience. 
Senator INHOFE and his staff worked 

extraordinarily well with us on this 
side of the aisle. It is a bipartisan bill. 
It is a bipartisan committee. Senator 
INHOFE has helped in a very important 
way to maintain this bipartisan tradi-
tion of our committee. I thank him for 
the remarks, and I thank him and his 
staff. 

I hope our colleagues will listen to 
what we both are urging them to do. 
Let us take a look at the amendments 
now, instead of waiting and waiting 
and waiting. Because if we look at 
amendments now, we increase our 
chances of getting this bill to the floor 
earlier rather than later. 

I thank the Presiding Officer and my 
friend from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

f 

IMMIGRATION 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
come to the floor to address two issues, 
a shorter issue on immigration and a 
longer issue on the student loan pro-
gram, particularly in reference to leg-
islation offered earlier this morning. 

On immigration, this morning, Sec-
retary Johnson appeared before the Ju-
diciary Committee. We had a chance to 
ask a number of questions related to 
the administration’s release of 36,000 
criminal aliens, for what reasons the 
Department voluntarily did release 
them—especially convicted mur-
derers—and what they are doing to 
track down and keep track of where 
these people are. I didn’t get answers, 
but the Secretary committed to re-
spond in writing about the matter, and 
I thank him ahead of time for doing 
that. 

I also asked about data on countries 
that refuse to cooperate in taking back 
their nationals. Today I am intro-
ducing a bill with Senator INHOFE to 
fix this situation and allow the govern-
ment to detain foreign nationals who 
pose a threat to our homeland. I have 
a longer statement on that issue. 

Finally, I mention that the Secretary 
of Homeland Security answered a lot of 
questions related to unaccompanied 
children coming to the United States, 
mostly from Central America, and en-
tering our southern border. 

I agree we do have a humanitarian 
problem. These are vulnerable children 
whose lives are on the line. They are 
escorted by strangers for the most 
part, away from their families in some 
cases, and each of these young people 
probably not understanding what lies 
ahead. 

When in custody, our government 
makes an attempt to reunite them 
with their families. However, some-
times the government is handing them 
over to nonrelatives, which concerns 
me because of the potential of placing 
them in the hands of pimps and traf-
fickers. 

As I said this morning in the com-
mittee, these children are being lured 
into these dire circumstances by false 
promises. That is evident from the 
interviews being done with the chil-
dren. 

Already, border agents and intel-
ligence analysts have been inter-
viewing the youth to understand why 
they are migrating at this particular 
time. Today I received a document that 
summarizes the findings of these inter-
viewers. The document, while it does 
not have any author or official seal, 
was apparently done to summarize the 
interviews of individuals crossing the 
border along the McAllen, Rio Grande 
City, and Weslaco stations. 

Two hundred thirty subjects were 
interviewed from several countries. An 
overwhelming majority said they were 
coming to the United States to take 
advantage of the new U.S. law that 
grants a free pass to unaccompanied 
children and female adults traveling 
with minors. That so-called free pass 
refers to a Notice to Appear document 
issued and then saying they are re-
leased on their own recognizance pend-
ing a hearing. 

There is no new law. There is a new 
bill that passed the Senate 1 year ago 
but not through the House of Rep-
resentatives, and it may never be. So 
there is no new law granting a free pass 
to unaccompanied children and female 
adults traveling with minors. 

Specifically, this report states: 
A high percentage of the subjects inter-

viewed stated their family members in the 
U.S. urged them to travel immediately, be-
cause the United States Government was 
only issuing immigration [free passes] until 
the end of June 2014. 

The report states that: 
The issue of free passes was the main rea-

son provided by 95 percent, plus or minus, of 
the interviewed subjects. 

So while I understand there are a lot 
of factors involved, we cannot ignore 
the fact that these children are coming 
or are being forced here because of a 
belief on their part that they will never 
be deported. 

We can say that is thanks to the 
Obama administration because this ad-
ministration has refused to be serious 
about immigration enforcement. The 
President needs to send a signal right 
away, if he wants to stop this catas-
trophe from happening, that the laws 
will be enforced. 

Instead of reviewing deportation 
policies and suggesting ways to remove 
fewer people, the President should task 
Secretary Johnson with finding ways 
to actually enforce the laws we have on 
the books. 

We must send a very strong signal 
that there is no benefit and no avenue 
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for them to remain in the United 
States. We must do this so the children 
are not lured into dire situations in the 
future. Even before they cross the bor-
der into the United States, they are 
probably already in circumstances we 
would consider a dire situation. 

f 

STUDENT LOAN DEBT 

Mr. GRASSLEY. In fiscal year 2014, 
the U.S. Department of Education will 
make about $112 billion in Federal di-
rect loans to students. The Federal 
Government already holds more than 
$1 trillion in student loan debt. So that 
makes the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation one of the country’s largest 
lenders. Total student loan debt in the 
United States is now second only to 
mortgage debt, and about 90 percent of 
all student loans happen to be issued 
by the Federal Government. 

When elected officials say we have a 
student loan crisis because too many 
students owe more than they can af-
ford to repay, we have to keep in mind 
who it was and is that made those 
loans to students in the first place. 

It was, in fact, Uncle Sam. 
What is one of the first things a Fed-

eral regulator looks at when a private 
bank issues a loan? They look at 
whether the bank has confirmed the 
ability of the borrower to repay. Fed-
eral student loans are given out with-
out a credit check or any analysis of 
the student’s ability to repay the loans 
in the first place. 

The fastest growing category of stu-
dent loans is Federal unsubsidized stu-
dent loans, which are given out regard-
less of need. That means that students 
across this country get an award letter 
from their college saying they are eli-
gible for thousands of dollars in Fed-
eral loans, even though in many cases 
they may not need all of those loans to 
cover their tuition and other costs. 
Colleges are required to offer the full 
amount of Federal student loans for 
which the student is eligible even if a 
financial aid counselor at that univer-
sity knows that a student is borrowing 
more than the student needs and even 
if that counselor realizes they will 
have trouble repaying. If a private 
bank followed these same tactics and 
gave out loans on these terms, that 
bank would be accused of predatory 
lending. These easy-money policies 
may even be helping fuel tuition in-
creases, which then obviously makes 
the problem even worse. A Federal gov-
ernment trying to help a student and 
at the same time maybe giving incen-
tives to increase tuition actually is not 
helping that student in the long run. 

Between Federal student loan poli-
cies that effectively encourage over- 
borrowing and the lack of good jobs for 
college graduates in this current econ-
omy, it is no wonder that so many col-
lege graduates find themselves in over 
their heads with student loan debt. 

Unfortunately, for all the concerns 
we have heard expressed on the Senate 
floor about excessive student loan debt, 

my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle decided to play election-year poli-
tics with this issue rather than tackle 
any of the root causes of the problem. 
In fact, when it comes to economic 
growth and job creation, the first rule 
ought to be do no harm. By including 
yet another massive tax increase, the 
bill the Senate declined to take up 
would have only added to the list of tax 
and regulatory burdens currently chok-
ing our economy. 

We should be intensely focused on re-
moving burdens to economic growth 
and as a result have some job creation. 
Instead, the policies we see from the 
other side of the aisle seem to be based 
on the old European model of accepting 
anemic economic growth and trying to 
make up for it with debt-financed gov-
ernment handouts for as long as pos-
sible. 

I just referred to an old European 
model because many countries in Eu-
rope have already rejected this failed 
approach and instead have sought to 
reform entitlements, cut spending, and 
reduce taxes—measures we ought to be 
taking right here in the United States. 
Our goal should be to expand opportu-
nities for young people and the middle 
class and not add them to the welfare 
state. 

Incidentally, the President’s recent 
so-called Executive action on student 
loans shows that he shares the same 
outlook of assuming a stagnant econ-
omy for the foreseeable future. He is 
talking about making people who grad-
uated years ago retroactively eligible 
for programs enacted in 2010 that allow 
students to lower their monthly pay-
ments if they have a lower income. 
First of all, that happens to be a very 
transparent admission that many stu-
dents who graduated near the begin-
ning of President Obama’s first term in 
office still don’t have good-paying jobs 
halfway through the second term. 
What he doesn’t tell you is that when 
you lower your student loan payments, 
you will pay off your loan more slowly 
and obviously accumulate more inter-
est. In other words, you will eventually 
end up paying a lot more to Uncle Sam 
than you otherwise would have. When 
banks were offering adjustable-rate or 
interest-only mortgages, they were 
criticized for taking advantage of bor-
rowers who would be faced with bigger 
payments down the road. 

The pay-as-you-earn program may be 
useful tools short term for those in dis-
tress, but it will cost every one of them 
in the long term; that is, assuming you 
ever get a job that pays well. However, 
the second part of the program says 
that if you still haven’t found a job 
that pays well enough to pay off your 
loan after 10 years, your loan will be 
forgiven if you work for the govern-
ment or a nonprofit or after 20 years if 
you work in the private sector, which 
apparently is considered less worth-
while. And who foots the bill when 
these people get their loans forgiven? 
The American taxpayer will pay for 
those people’s college loans. 

Creighton University Professor Ernie 
Goss has analyzed the President’s plan 
and thinks it is a poor use of taxpayer 
funds. This is what he said: 

A lot of these men and women that are out 
there working don’t have kids in college, 
won’t have kids in college, and it’s a big 
transfer of income to those of us who have 
university educations or particularly those 
of us who are in university education. 

So increasing Federal subsidies for 
colleges at the expense of the Amer-
ican taxpayers who work hard to pay 
for their own bills just encourages col-
leges to keep increasing tuition. 

Furthermore, expanding a program 
designed to help student loan bor-
rowers who still cannot afford their 
student loan payments 10 or 20 years 
after graduation looks a lot like plan-
ning for further economic stagnation 
typical of the last 4 or 5 years rather 
than focusing on improving economic 
growth and resultant job creation. 

The political messaging bill the Sen-
ate declined to take up today would 
also do nothing to address the prob-
lems of students borrowing more than 
they will be able to afford to repay in 
the first place. I have a bill that will 
help with that problem. 

The Higher Education Act already 
contains a requirement for colleges to 
provide counseling to new borrowers of 
Federal student loans; however, the 
current disclosures in the law do not do 
enough to ensure that students under-
stand what kind of debt they will face 
after graduation. My bill, which I have 
entitled ‘‘Know Before You Owe Fed-
eral Student Loan Act,’’ strengthens 
the current student loan counseling re-
quirements by making the counseling 
an annual requirement before new 
loans are disbursed rather than just for 
first-time borrowers. 

My bill adds several key components 
to the information institutions of high-
er education are required to share with 
students as part of loan counseling. 
Perhaps most significantly, colleges 
would have to provide an estimate of a 
student’s loan debt-to-income ratio 
upon graduation. This would be based 
on the starting wages for that stu-
dent’s program of study and the esti-
mated student loan debt the student 
will likely take out to complete the 
program. That way, students will have 
a very real picture of the student loan 
payments they will face and whether 
they will be able to afford those pay-
ments with their likely future income. 

Students will also be provided with 
information about the higher risk of 
default if they have a projected loan 
debt-to-income ratio greater than 12 
percent. They will be told that they 
should borrow only the minimum 
amount necessary to cover expenses 
and that they do not have to accept the 
full amount of the loans offered. 

Students will also be given options 
for reducing borrowing through schol-
arships, reduced expenses, work-study 
or other work opportunities. 

Because adding an extra year of 
study can significantly increase stu-
dent loan debt, an explanation will be 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:20 Jun 12, 2014 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00044 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G11JN6.061 S11JNPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

D
S

K
6T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-08-29T09:30:45-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




